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Prof. B. Petrie; Prof. G. Trudel; Ms. M. Picciano. 
Call to Order 
In the absence of a quorum, it was agreed to begin the meeting at 2:15 p.m., 
on an informal basis, in order to deal with those agenda items which did not 
require a vote and to revert to the remaining items once a quorum had 


materialized. 


Minutes of the Meeting of January 30, 1981 


Dr. O'Brien advised that the Minutes of the Senate meeting of January 30, 
1981, were not completed in time for circulation for this meeting and would 
be dealt with at a subsequent meeting. 


Chairman's Remarks 


Dr. O'Brien drew Senate's attention to the address which was given by the 
Minister of Education at the beginning of February, 1981. He advised that 
this particular form of address was a new departure and apparently it was 
the Minister's alternative to a "white paper". There had been an expectation 
that the Department of Education would bring forth at about this time, a 
document that would set forth its position on universities and which, among 
other things, would be a response to the report from the Commission 
d'6tude sur les un:Lversit6s that was presented to the Government about a 
year ago. Apparently, that document was being worked on in the 
Department of Education, but it was called back when the Ministers changed 
and the new Minister decided instead to make a ministerial declaration. 


The speech, which was given at the University of Montreal, was a real "tour 
de force" in that it pulled together most, and perhaps all, of the various 
sentiments that have been expressed in governmental circles over the last 
one to two years. In that sense, there was relatively little that was brand new 
in the speech, but it did constitute a presentation and an endorsement of 
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various positions, by the Minister of Education and, consequently, it takes 
on that particular significance. 


As it happened, the Minister did not speak directly about the financing of 
universities, and insofar as that topic was concerned, Dr. O'Brien advised 
that he had nothing to add to what he had already said to Senate at the last 
meeting. What he had said a month ago was still valid, all the indications 
were quite the same, and as yet there have not been any formal decisions 
announced by the Government. 


He stated that the key element in the Minister's speech was that it marks a 
definite turning point in the evolution of the university system. It was a clear 
recognition that the period of expansion was over and that we were now in a 
period of financial constraint. This was a shift which has already taken place 
in most other jurisdictions. Also, while the expansionary rhetoric, which 
has been running longer in Quebec than in most other places has not been 
entirely dropped, and certainly the idea of accessibility to education has not 
been dropped, nevertheless, the logical result of what was being said was 
that there are not going to be the resources to continue to expand the system, 
but rather, rationalization and planning would be the order of the day. In 
part, the speech was a call to the universities to cope, and to cope fairly 
quickly, with this situation. It was also, in part, an announcement that the 
Department of Education intends to fully participate in any planning process 
that may take place and the Minister suggested that there were various 
things, such as the consolidation of programmes or the reassignment of 
certain programmes from one university to another, which the universities 
themselves were probably not capable of accomplishing without some 
governmental involvement in the process. 


Dr. O'Brien again emphasized that the speech marks a water-shed in the 
development of the system and he further suggested that whether or not the 
present Minister of Education remained in that position, what he was saying 
represented so much of the consensus of the whole education establishment 
in Quebec’, including the Department of Education, the Conseil des 
Universit6s, etc., that a change in Ministers was not likely to substantially 
change the general direction of things, although it might change the style. 


Question Period 


In response to a question concerning recent press reports regarding 
increased fees for foreign students, Dr. O'Brien stated that he did not think 
that there was any doubt but that the fee-s for non-Canadian students were 
going to be increased and perhaps substantially, although the government 
had not yet announced what the actual figure was going to be. He further 
advised that it was extremely difficult to know what effect this would have 
on Concordia, noting that twenty-five hundred dollars might be the point at 
which there would be a significant impact, but on the other hand, perhaps 
not. At the same time, he explained that foreign applications have so far 
outnumbered the number of places available, that even if the number of 
applications was cut in half, it would still exceed the number of places that 
Concordia could provide to foreign students. 
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It was stated that F.A.P.U.Q. has responded both to the Report from the 
Conseil des Universités and to the recent comments of the Minister of 
Education and it would be fair to say that the various faculty associations 
and unions in the Province have a fairly coherent and general policy as a 
kind of lobby against radical budget cutting; it was wondered whether in 
C.R.E.P.U.Q. there was a common front or a sense of solidarity among the 
Rectors representing university administrations, should radical budget cuts 
really be implemented. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that "de facto", rather than on any organized basis, 
there probably was a common front between F.A.P.U.Q. and 
C.R.E.P.U.Q. in these matters, although he did not think it was a 
particularly solidly established common front. Both Associations have been 
issuing statements during the last six weeks, as these various matters have 
come to a head, and there was a continuing contact between the secretariats 
of the two organizations. He further advised that the policy of 
C.R.E.P.U.Q. was to make representations both directly to the Department 
of Education and publicly, in a way that was consistent with interests of all 
the elements in the university community. He expressed the feeling that 
there was room for evolution, in terms of collaboration, although in his 
opinion there was only a 50/50 chance of such collaboration blossoming 
rapidly. 


In response to a question concerning possible changes to the Federal 
Government's formula for transferring money to the Provinces for 
university education, Dr. O'Brien explained that the established programme 
funding arrangements, entered into several years ago between Ottawa and 
the Provinces, provided for a transfer of revenues from the Federal to the 
Provincial Governments. Some of that transfer of revenue took the form of 
tax-credits, whereby Ottawa stopped collecting taxes and the Provinces 
started collecting them instead, and that transfer was presumably as 
definitive as most things are. Another part of the transfer, however, took 
place in cash and when those agreements were written, the experts believed 
that the cash part would gradually tail off, but in fact, the contrary has taken 
place and increasing amounts of Federal monies have been fed to the 
Provinces, to support, with no strings attached, programmes such as health 
and university education. The Federal Government was becoming 
increasingly restive in paying more and more money to the Provinces but 
being told that what happens in those areas was absolutely not the Federal 
Government's business because it was a matter of provincial rights. At the 
same time, the Federal Government was also running rather large budgetary 
deficits and was developing a substantial yen to simply cut out, in whole or 
in part, those cash transfers. Dr. O'Brien advised that those revenues loom 
rather large in the budgets of most of the Provinces and if those revenues 
were suddenly to disappear, it could be assumed that the kind of budget cuts 
that the Provincial Minister of Finance has been talking about this year, 
would likely be insignificant in comparison with the drop in finances that 
would be experienced. 
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At the present time, A.U.C.C. was mounting an ad hoc lobbying campaign 
with Federal Cabinet Ministers, and others, who might be approachable. So 
far, the campaign seemed to be having some impact in that there appears to 
be more examination, in governmental circles in Ottawa, of what was going 
on and A.U.C.C. planned to continue on this basis. 


In response to a question concerning the method of calculating the number 
of francophones at the university level of education, Dr. O'Brien explained 
that the common impression was that the number of francophones who 
attend university was less than the number of anglophones. While this trend 
has been shifting over the years, Dr. O'Brien stated that at the moment he 
was not instinctively sure as to what a thorough analysis of the number of 
francophone students in anglophone institutions would show, in terms of 
the actual levels of attendance of, for example, the 18 to 24 year age group, 
although in his opinion, if there was a differential in favor of anglophones, 
it would not be nearly as overwhelming as it used to be. Even if it should 
turn out to be otherwise, he felt that the point that would then be made- 
would be that, nevertheless, the French language university system should 
still be expanded in order to be able to accommodate those numbers who 
could then shift from the English to the French side. 


Regarding future budgetary constraints, it was noted that public statements 
have been made by various groups, including C.R.E.P.U.Q. and 
F.A.P.U.Q., and it was wondered whether there were any plans to make a 
public statement about Concordia's financial situation. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that at the moment there were no plans to make a public 
statement, although he felt that as the issue goes on, there would be a point 
at which it would be appropriate for the University to make some statement. 
He stated, however, that at this particular point, whatever arguments there 
may be about the sharing of the grants among the universities, those 
arguments essentially pale into insignificance besides the inadequate basic 
level of the indexing of the grants. While all of the universities have a 
common interest in the size of the grant that transcends almost everything 
else, given the nature of the political process in this Province that particular 
battle was more likely to be forwarded effectively through statements 
coming from the French universities rather than statements from the English 
universities. 


Reports from Councils, etc. 


Dr. P. E. Filion, Director of Libraries, announced that the Senate Library 
Committee would be organizing a public meeting on March 6, 1981, in the 
Hall Building, in connection with a progress report on the library building 
programme. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that there was now a quorum (2:40 p.m.), and it was 
agreed to return to those items at the top of the agenda which were listed 
under "Closed Session". Those in attendance who were not members of 
Senate, were asked to leave the meeting. 
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OPEN SESSION 


Committee on the Processing of Student Applications and Appeals 


Dr. O'Brien presented and explained the proposal from the Steering 
Committee concerning the establishment of a Committee on the Processing 
of Student Applications and Appeals, (document US-81-2-D2). He 
emphasized that the intent of the proposal was not to attempt once again to 
examine the whole academic regulations from point zero, but rather to look 
at the regulations, and more particularly, the procedures as they have been 
adopted, in the light of the experience we now have and to see what there 
was to be learned and what changes, if any, would be desirable. 


With respect to the membership of the Committee, it was announced that 
Mr. John Revay and Mr. Glen Murray were being proposed by the Senate 
Student Caucus as the two student representatives on the Committee. 


In response to a question, Dr. O'Brien advised that there was an overlap 
between the proposed mandate of the Committee and the question of 
invigilation of examinations, although perhaps it would be an exaggeration 
to say that the Committee would look at invigilation. At the same time, 
noting that the Registrar would be a member of the Committee and also that 
various procedures arise out of the invigilation process, he stated that it 
would be difficult to see how a certain relationship and overlap could be 
avoided. 


It was stated that the above issue arose last year at a Senate meeting and it 
was suggested at that time that one very sensitive area had to do with the 
clarification of the regulations and procedures to students in the examination 
room. It was further stated that if the students were particularly made aware 
of the strict interpretation of Section II.1.(c). of the Regulations Regarding 
Cheating, as soon as they enter the examination room, one would feel much 
more comfortable about applying that regulation. It was hoped that the 
proposed Committee would take into consideration procedures relating to 
clarification of the regulations to students as soon as they enter the 
examination room. 


Concern was voiced over the breadth of the mandate of the Committee as 
proposed in document US-81-2-D2 and the feeling was expressed that 
perhaps it might be more useful to narrow the mandate in order to achieve 
some results fairly quickly. That is, perhaps the Committee should deal with 
administrative procedures immediately, rather than starting with such things 
as the honours process, etc. 


With respect to the terms of reference of the Committee, Dr. O'Brien stated 
that the common denominator among the items listed in the mandate was 
that this was a list of items where experience shows that appeals were 
beginning to show up. That is, the common denominator was the tendency 
of various processes to yield appeals, which, at the same time, was a certain 
index of some level of dissatisfaction with the way those processes operate. 
He expressed the feeling that rather than to attempt in some way to chop 


a-piece out of that interrelated set of problems for a fast report, it might be 
better to suggest to the members of the Committee that if they find it 
possible or useful, they should not hesitate to submit an interim report on 
some portion of their mandate, where immediate action might be useful. 


It was stated that "the handling of student requests for exemption from 
academic regulations", (last sentence, Item 3, of the proposed mandate of 
the Committee),was very much relevant to graduate students and 
consequently would bring to bear the possibility, in the long run, of the 
Board of Graduate Studies having to be consulted. Concern was also voiced 
over the phrase "the desirability of university-wide consistency", (Item 4, of 
the proposed mandate), it being argued that the graduate regulations have 
worked well and it would be counter-productive to review and possibly 
change a set of regulations which presently worked well, simply for the 
sake of consistency. Senate was also advised that at the appropriate time, an 
amendment to the membership would be proposed to ensure a more obvious 
graduate involvement on the Committee. 


In response to the above comments, it was suggested that Senate could 
either instruct the Committee to concern itself only with undergraduate level 
regulations or to put someone with more obvious knowledge of the graduate 
consideration, on the Committee. 


Mr. Adams, University Registrar, advised that on previous occasions, 
regulations have been established as undergraduate regulations, which have 
then been reviewed at the graduate level and modifications have been made 
where relevant. That procedure has proven to be quite fruitful in the past 
and he suggested that that approach might be followed in this instance. 


The understanding of the above suggestion was that at this stage Senate 
would appoint a Committee for the undergraduate level, with an assumption 
that in due course, the results would be examined with an eye to the 
graduate level as well. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN FRENCH, SECONDED BY DEAN EMERY, 
THAT THE PROPOSED MANDATE OF THE COMMITTEE ON THE 
PROCESSING OF STUDENT APPLICATIONS AND APPEALS, 
(DOCUMENT US-81-2-D2), BE APPROVED, BUT THAT THE 
MANDATE BE RESTRICTED TO THE UNDERGRADUATE LEVEL. 


Concerning the proposed limitation on the mandate of the Committee, the 
feeling was expressed that there was a need to define an overall philosophy 
with respect to procedural matters and it was suggested that if the 
Committee was successful in defining such a philosophy, it could be as 
applicable at the graduate level as it would be at the undergraduate level. It 
was also stated that one had assumed that the Committee would be 
specifically looking for submissions from the graduate level, but given the 
motion as presently worded, that necessary input would be lost to the 
Committee. We might also end up, as a net effect, creating more work than 
was necessary. 


81-2-16 


81-2-17 


The feeling was expressed that a good case could be made for differences in 
approach between the graduate and undergraduate levels, which also meant 
that a good case could be made for the motion as presently worded. At the 
same time, if the Committee wanted input, there was nothing to prevent it 
from asking for submissions from graduate students, based on their 
experiences, and indeed, there was nothing to prevent a graduate 
representative from being placed on the Committee. It was further stated that 
one was in favor of attempting to cut down on the number of items that the 
Committee would have to deal with and the motion presently on the floor 
represented one way of accomplishing that. 


THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that the suggested membership of the Committee on the 
Processing of Student Applications and Appeals was as set out on Page 3, 
document US-81-2-D2, with the names of the two student representatives, 
which were previously announced, added. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. RIPSTEIN, SECONDED BY PROF. 
MANGAT, THAT THE MEMBERSHIP OF THE COMMITTEE ON THE 
PROCESSING OF STUDENT APPLICATIONS AND APPEALS, (PAGE 
3, DOCUMENT US-81-2-D2, AS CHANGED), BE APPROVED. 

- MOTION CARRIED - 


Revised Procedures for Advisory Search Committees 


Dr. O'Brien explained that the Proposal for Revised Procedures for 
Advisory Search Committees was a matter which was a responsibility of the 
Board of Governors. The Proposal, (document US-81-2-D4), which was 
alluded to at the last meeting, has been circulated and was now before 
Senate and it would be in order for Senate to pass on any opinions or advice 
which it may have on the matter, to the Personnel Committee of the Board 
of Governors. In asking Dr. Dubas, as a member of Senate and as the 
Chairman of the Personnel Committee, to present the issue, Dr. O'Brien 
emphasized that Dr. Dubas was not particularly the proponent of ' the 
change, but rather he merely happened to be the chairman of the committee 
before which the change was being considered at this moment. 


Dr. Dubas presented and explained the existing procedures for Advisory 
Search Committees, (document US-81-2-D3), and the Proposed 
Amendments to Procedures for Evaluation Committees and Advisory 
Search Committees, (document US-81-2-D4). 


With respect to the statement that a primary reason for proposing a change 
in the existing procedures was because of a feeling among those who have 
been on Advisory Search Committees, that the existing system unduly 
favors the incumbent, it was suggested that the cause of that undue favor 
was probably more a perception of the structures which were presently in 
place rather than the actual structures themselves. That is, it was probably 
due to a perception of the second term as being almost an acquired right. It 


was explained that this suggestion was derived from the last sentence in 
document US-81-2-D6 which states that, "If not, other candidates can then 
come forward without, as at present, placing themselves in direct 
competition with the incumbent.", which implied that other candidates 
would not want to come forward either because it was a lost cause or that by 
so doing, they might hurt the feelings of the present incumbent. Both of 
these possible reasons would imply a certain perception that a renewal was 
an acquired right of the position. While this might well be true for some 
administrative positions in the University, it was argued that insofar as the 
academic administration was concerned, which included the Deans, the 
Academic Vice-Rectors and the Rector, that perception was 
counter-productive. 


It was also stated that one would assume that the whole reason for the 
existence of a search committee was that, in principle, it should select the 
most suitable person for the job and one would presume that that principle 
was very basic to the vigor, health and the flexibility of the academic life of 
the University. It was argued that the maintenance of that principle could 
only be assured by reviewing all candidates for the position and by making 
it clear to the university community that this process was not simply a kind 
of show, but that it was actually a real process of selection. Also, any 
perception that renewal was an acquired right, would result in a perception 
that the process of search, in many cases, was simply a show, instead of a 
real process of search. It was further argued that it was not sufficient that 
the mandate under which the committee operates was actually operating in a 
perfectly fair and equitable way, it must also give the appearance of doing 
that. And it was only with that appearance to the university community, that 
full participation would take place and other candidates actually come 
forward, or feel that it was worth coming forward, to present themselves 
for such positions. 


It was stated that the problem with the concept of an evaluation committee 
separate from the search committee, even if there was an intersection among 
the members, was that it carries an implication that the mandate of the 
candidate should normally be continued. That is, the individual would be 
evaluated for continuation of the position. The corollary to that implication 
was that non-renewal carries with it the stigma that the candidate was 
insufficient or inadequate for the position. It was argued that a committee 
would hesitate to throw that kind of a stigma upon a person and would 
therefore tend to evaluate simply in terms of whether that person has 
worked adequately or not. In other words, the committee would not, in fact, 
be reconsidering the entire position, examining all possible candidates and 
determining which candidate was the ideal person for the position. It was 
argued that this second method of functioning was absolutely essential in 
order to maintain vigor and flexibility in the University. 


It was also stated that it was obvious that an incumbent who has performed 
very well and was appreciated by his or her peers and by the people who 
that incumbent governs, would certainly have an advantage and in such a 
case that advantage was both normal and necessary. It was argued that 
nevertheless, that incumbent should be compared with the other candidates 


in the community at large. The feeling was expressed that the concept of 
separating the evaluation process from the overall search process, was 
fundamentally counterproductive. 


Prof. Fancott drew Senate's attention to document US-81-2-D5, and to the 
resolution contained therein. He advised that the heading should be changed 
from "Notice of Motion" to "Motion". He explained that the motion, in 
effect, was a request to Senate, to reaffirm the principle which was set out 
in the resolution. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. FANCOTT, SECONDED BY PROF. 
ADAMS, THAT SENATE RECOMMEND TO THE BOARD OF 
GOVERNORS THAT THE SPIRIT OF INQUIRY, FUNDAMENTAL TO 
THE MAINTENANCE OF A TRUE ACADEMIC ENVIRONMENT, BE 
HELD TO APPLY ALSO IN THE CASE OF ADVISORY SEARCH 
COMMITTEES FOR ACADEMIC ADMINISTRATORS OF THE RANK 
OF DEAN AND ABOVE; THAT THE SEARCH FOR SUCH 
ADMINISTRATORS BE AS OPEN AND BROAD AS POSSIBLE, SO 
THAT THE BEST PERSON CAN BE CHOSEN; AND THAT THE 
INCUMBENTS BE AVALUATED NOT ONLY IN THE LIGHT OF 
PAST PERFORMANCE BUT IN COMPETITION WITH OTHER 
CANDIDATES. 


It was argued that if the motion was passed, Senate would, in effect be 
saying to the Personnel Committee that it did not like the proposed new 
approach. It was wondered whether the mover of the motion would 
consider its approval as a recommendation to the Board of Governors that 
the proposed new structures not be implemented. 


Prof. Fancott advised that he did not feel that the approach being proposed 
by the Personnel Committee, was appropriate. He further advised that-he 
wanted to ensure that the principles enunciated in the resolution were 
included in the proposed new structures, but, at the same time, he wanted to 
leave the Board of Governors the greatest degree of freedom possible with 
respect to how that should be accomplished. 


THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 


The following Senators asked that their abstentions be recorded: Dr. R. 
Breen; Prof. J. Bhatnagar; Dean J. Chaikelson; Dean M. Cohen. 


81-2-18 In response to a question concerning the possibility of limiting 
terms, Prof. Dubas advised that that issue has been raised by way of 
information submitted in writing to the Personnel Committee but the 
Committee considers that to be a separate issue and has not really, up to this 
point, pursued the matter at any length. 


It was suggested that putting a limit on the number and length of terms 
might well solve some of the fears and apprehensions that have been 
expressed during the discussion this afternoon. 


It was stated that in trying to maintain or establish the appearance of not 
giving an incumbent an advantage, one would hope that we would not bend 
over backwards to get rid of incumbents simply for the sake of appearance. 


It was wondered whether the approval of the motion implied a "status quo" 
situation in so far as procedures for Advisory Search Committees were 
concerned. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that the motion that Senate had just passed, would be 
drawn to the attention of the Personnel Committee of the Board of 
Governors and the Committee would have to evaluate it and take it into 
account in their deliberations. The Committee would then have to decide 
where to go from there. 


In response to another question, Dr. O'Brien advised that the final 
recommendations from the Personnel Committee would not automatically or 
necessarily come back to Senate before being presented to the Board. He 
explained that the existing Procedures for Advisory Search Committees, 
which were contained in document US-81-2-D3, were approved by the 
Board of Governors in May, 1975, and have not been significantly changed 
since. The positions covered by those Procedures are filled by the Board of 
Governors, in accordance with the By-Laws of the University and the 
establishment of those Procedures rests squarely with the Board. What was 
presently before Senate, (document US 81-2-D4), was not a 
recommendation of the Personnel Committee, but rather, it was a proposal 
which was before the Committee. The Personnel Committee tabled the 
proposal at the Board of Governors and arranged for publicity to be given, 
in the hopes of getting reactions. Reactions were still coming in and the 
Committee, presumably at its next meeting, would assess what has come in 
so far and decide whether they have enough enlightenment at that point, to 
make a proposal to the Board, or whether they would need to deliberate 
further on the matter. 


The feeling was expressed that the idea of having an Evaluation Committee 
was a good idea, because if it was decided not to recommend the 
reappointment of the incumbent, it should be done at the very beginning of 
the process. However, it was also stated that one was not in favor of 
categories (i) and Ciii), as they were presently worded under section 11., 
document US-81-2-D4, it being argued that it should be decided either not 
to re-appoint the incumbent or to reserve judgement and proceed 
immediately to competition. As presently proposed, the procedures would 
lead to a situation where we would have an individual who is told that we 
think he or she is great and we are going to immediately recommend 
reappointment, or we tell the individual that we are not sure and therefore he 
or she should run with everyone else. It was argued that that would be a 
terrible position in which to place an individual. 


Concern was also voiced over the potential embarrassment of the incumbent 
which the proposed change in procedures would lead to, if the incumbent 
was not recommended for reappointment, but rather was included with all 
other candidates. 
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It was stated that the ultimate result of the proposed procedures would, to a 
very large extent, depend on how the Committees were going to function. 
One could see, for example, how the proposed new procedures might bring 
out more candidates, if it becomes quite clear that the incumbent was not 
going to be reappointed. On the other hand, if the Committees function 
primarily to throw clearly incompetent people out of office, and most of the 
time this will mean recommending reappointment, the net result of that 
would be less competition. 


It was stated that one recognized the fact that it would be a slap in the face to 
an incumbent to have judgement reserved. on the other hand, that would 
probably be less of a slap than a recommendation against reappointment of 
the incumbent. Another aspect of incumbents maintaining candidacy, was 
whether they were prepared to continue several months into the final year of 
their mandates without knowing what the decision would be. It has 
happened in the past that incumbents have not known whether or not they 
were going to continue in their positions as Deans, Vice-Rectors, etc., until 
shortly prior to the expiration of their existing mandates. It was argued that 
people in that position were being asked to do something that they should 
hardly be asked to do. It was further stated that one would suspect that the 
item 11. (iti), document US-81-2-D4, would be an eventuality which really 
wouldn't have much of a practical effect other than being a rather gentle way 
of indicating to an incumbent that he or she had better not continue his or 
her candidacy. At the same time, the incumbent might well judge that he or 
she, on the contrary, was the best candidate and that what was suspected to 
be in the wings, was in fact not in the wings, etc., etc. That was a value 
judgement that the incumbent would be able to make. Consequently, one 
was in favor of keeping item (iii) as presently worded under section 11, 
page 3, document US-81-2-D4. 


The feeling was also expressed that the separating out of the Evaluation 
Committee prior to establishing an Advisory Search Committee, was a good 
idea. At the same time, it was suggested that a difference should be made 
between an incumbent who was completing a second term and an incumbent 
who was completing a first term, the feeling being expressed that in the 
former case, the incumbent should be considered immediately and on a 
more competitive basis than a candidate who was completing his or her first 
term in office. 


Adjournment 


The meeting was adjourned at 4:45 p.m. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


